
Nov. 17, 1974 

Notes on Weisberg Malpractice Action 
Statute of limitation 
D.C, : tort - 3 yrs. (12-301) 

Md. : tort S contract - 3yrs . (Tit. 57, sec. l) 

Professional malpractice : cause of action accrues vhen claimant 
discovers or should have discovered he has been wronged. This is the 
rule in both D.C. and Md. See, Watson v. Dorsey , 290 A2d. 530( 1970) 

Significant dates 

Feb. 1964 - Taft retained 

July 3, 1964 - Taft letter to Col. Leahy stating that " we have decided 
that a court action incorporating all of Mr. Weisberg’s claims would 
be the best method of procedure. We plan to file such an action 
shortly." 

May 3 , 1965 - Complaint filed 
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Jan. 16, 1969 - Taft motion to withdraw as counsel 

Dec. 5, 1972 - Govt motion to !J.imit plaintiff's proof to damages oc- 
curring after May 3, 1963. 

D ec. 12, 1972 - Weisberg letter to Williams expressing alarm over Govt ! 
motion and potential loss involved. 

Post August 1973 - Govt's motion granted. 

Complaint was filed 14 months after Taft was retained and 10 months 
after he stated to Army he was going to file. Arguing that complaint 
should have at least been filed by April 1, 1964, Taft's negligence 
resulted in the loss of recovery for damages occurring between April 1 , 
1962 and May 3, 1963. Earliest arguable date of discovery of attorney 1 


negligence in letting S/L inn would be Dec. 5, 1972, the date of the 
Govt 1 3 motion. Logical date should be when the court granted the 
motion, sometime after August, 1973. Either way, well within the S/L 
for filing malpractice action. 
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